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"action plan, or preferred remedial alter--——

LANDFILL LF

-022: PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This Proposed Remedial Action Plan
(PRAPY) recommends a method of dealing
with contamination from Landfill LF-022

at Plattsburgh Air Force Base (AFB) in -
Plattsburgh, New York (Figure 1). The

U.S. Air Force is proposing this remedial——

native, to address source material (i.e.,
contaminated soil and landfilled waste) and
groundwater contamination at LF-022. -
The preferred alternative is one of three
remedial alternatives evaluated in detail -
during the Landfill LF-022 22 Feasibility
Study (FS) prepared as part of the Depart-
ment of Defense’s (DOD) Installation
Restoration Program (IRP) at the base. -

This PRAP is being published in accor- |

dance with Section 117(a) of the Compre-
hensive Environmental Response, Com-

.. pensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA).

Its purpose is to summarize-the results-and——{=

" conclusions of the FS, providing informa- .

tion so the public can review and comment"

on the remedial alternatives being “consid-— |

ered for the LF-022 site. The U.S Air

B Force, in-consultation-with the U;S—Envi=——}

ronmental Protection Agency (USEPA)
and the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC),

nants in surface and subsurface soils,
waste, and groundwater.

Plattsburgh AFB’s preferred remedial
alternative includes institutional controls,
~ installation of a soil and vegetative cover
system over the landfill, and conducting a
long-term monitoring program to evaluate
“*the status “of groundwater quality.-—

The preferred remedial alternative is de-
tailed further in Sectxon 6.0 of this docu-
ment.

This PRAP: ST
® Explains the opportunities for
public comment on the remedial
alternatives (Section 2.0);

® Includes a brief lus?oty of the site

and the principal findings of site—
studies (Section 3.0);

T Summarizes the'site risks identified ~
in the RI (Section 4.0);

® Identifies the remedial response

objective developed in the FS to

.

_® Briefly describes the preferred -
altemanve (Section 6.0);

will consider public input while selecting-
the final remedlal alternative for LF-022

This PRAP addresses contamination be-
lieved to result from previous disposal
activities at Landfill LF-022 (Figure 2). .
Reportedly active from 1959 to 1966, -
Landfill LF-022 received domestic wasten )
from Plattsburgh AFB. A Remedial Inves-

. tigation (RI) at LF-022 identified contami--

— address site risks (Section 5.0, -

, ‘To make this discussion more easily
.undetstandable, technical terms highlighted
in bold print are defined in the glossary a

the end of this document.
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® Briefly describes the other two
alternatives evaluated in the FS
(Section 7.0)

® Qutlines the criteria used by Platts-

burgh AFB to propose-a remedial— - -.. = =- -~
alternative for the site, and briefly :
analyzes the degree to which the

L three alternatives meet the crrtena A .

B (Section 8.0); and:- '1'{_1,_,._ gt o

— . JERNUIISESY S

® Presents Plattsburgh AFB’s ratio- -—
nale for its recommended a]terna- -
tive (Section 9.0). % ~ . 7 ;

. .
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The followmg paragraphs explam how you
can become involved in the alternative—
selection process after revrewmg thrs
_PRAP. -

wam e LR . - -

2.1 PUBLIC Commvr Pr-:mon it

- .. .————Plattsburgh . AFB is- holdmgr a. 30-da%rpub- U S
B " - lic comment period, from July 21;-1992 to
August 20, 1992, to solicit public input. —— -
.. During this period, the public_is invitedto - . - - -
_ review and comment on this. PRAP, the I
- Landfill LF-022 FS.and RI. reports,aandwv Mm__-.“_réﬁ;
- comment on the remedial alternatives..The —--. — . - a.'L
full-length reports are avarlable m the . : i
Informatron Reposxtory at:: A - |

-

Plattsburgh*Pubhc berary e e
15 Oak Street (corner of Oak and
Brmkerhoff)

FIGURE 2: LF-022 Site Feanures AR Platsburgh, NY 12901..° = - -

Freoac moanL el -

Lo (5185630921 T
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Hours.

Monday, Wednesday, and Thursday:

9 a.m. to 8 p.m.

Tuesday, Friday, and Saturday: 9 a.m. to
Sp.m.

*The repository documents are on reserve
(see the Reference Librarian). Photocopy-
ing equipment is available. -

2.2 PUBLIC INFORMATIONAL MEETING
AND PUBLIC HmRING ,

Plattsburgh AFB w1ll host a public meeting
-at 7:00-p.m., on July 21, 1992, at the- .
- Plattsburgh AFB Hosmtal -in Plattsburgh, ;.

- New..York.:The pubhc is: encouraged to
+ attend-this presentation-about the various
.remedial alternatives, and to ask questions.

- Immediately-after-this- -presentation;=—.:- ——

Plattsburgh AFB will hold a formal Public
Hearing to accept comments_aboutthe

" Rétord available-at Plattsburgh-AFB:—————{

remedial alternatives being considered for
Landfill LF-022. This hearing will provide
the opportunity for people to-comment "
officially on the remedial plan.. Public -
comments will be recorded and .-~ - .
transcribed, and a copy of the transcript
will be added to the Administrative

If you would like to submit written com-
ments about Plattsburgh AFB'’s pref_ erred
alternative, any of the other remedial

~ alternatives being considered, or issues .

-relevant to the site remediation; please .

- deliver your comments to Plattsburgh

- AFB’s. IRP Public Affairs Coordinator at
the Public Hearing or mail your written

comments (postmarked no later than
August 20, 1992) to:

- IRP Public Affairs Coordmator
380 ARW/PA '
Building 100
Plattsburgh AFB, NY 12903-5000 e
(518) 565-7006 :

2.4 PLATTSBURGH AFB’S. REVIEW- OF. S
PUBLIC COMMENT o

. E .
- % * t

- Public comments are part of the process of s .
. reaching a final decision on the most ap---">
propriate remedial alternative for LF-022= S
Plattsburgh AFB’s final ch01ce ofa reme—~

dial alternative will.be/issuéd ina| SecaRd o

of Deusion (ROD) for- the site, and §ubm1t“ 5!
ted to USEPA and NYSDEC for rei/i W, e T
approval, and signature. A“Responswenees S '
-——Summary-of-Plattsburgh-AFB’s-r =
to public comments will accompany the:
—- ROD..-Once the ROD-is-signed,-it-be-—

-l

comes part of the Administrative Record.

P -

o f-w:‘:.,‘ T
i

BASE AND SITE H[STORY =

o

3.0

P

Plattsburgh AFB is in northeastern New e
~ York State, bordered on the north by the — P
. City of Plattsburgh-and on the-east by
Lake Champlain. The base is approximate-
ly 26 miles south of the Canadian border
- and 167 miles north of Albany..As partof . ... .
the IRP, Plattsburgh AFB has initiated -

o -

T activities to identify, evaluate, and clean”~ ¢
up identified hazardous waste sites. On:

November 21, 1989, Platisburgh AFB was. ,; e

T €10

- ey

put on the National Priorities List of
hazardous waste sites to be remed}ated
under the direction of USEPA. ~'~. s

ST B L P

i« i e “




" landfill operations consisted.of digging 25-
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3.1 SITE HISTORY

Landfill LF-022 covers an area approxi-
mately 500 feet wide and 1,200 feet long
on the western side of Plattsburgh AFB
about 500 feet from the base boundary.
Active from 1959 to 1966, LF-022 re-
ceived base domestic wastes (typically _.
bagged household garbage). Reportedly,

geophysical surveys, and groundwater and
surface soil sampling. More rusted and
empty 55-gallon drums and 5-gallon pails
were uncovered during the RI. Field activ-
“ity findings are summarized below.

3.2.1 Landfill Depth and Areal Extent

The LF-022 surface area-is approxlmatel"

foot-deep trenches, spreading and burning
trash in the trenches, and covering the
remnants with sandy soil. Trees and brush
now cover most of LF-022.

Several studnes were conducted at LF-022

as part of the IRP programwA*Prehnu et
nary “Assessment to identify whether the

site could be contaminated did not turn up

_ any evidence of hazardous material having

T b*e‘endumpedmthelandﬁll = But because=—— |-

of the large size of the landfill and the

potential for hazardous material to have
been disposed of in it, a Site Inspection
(SI) was made to -confirm.the presence or

566,000 square feet. Although the landfill’ "_.
is 25 feet deep in some locations, the . N
volume of fill material is difficult to estr- -
mate because of the nonuniform way’ ~
wastes were disposed of. Based on the -
landfill area and a 25-foot depth, the. maxx- . o
—mum-volume of fill material-would-be- .
approximately 524,000 cubic yards. ;

3.2.2—~Nature and-
Contaminatlon

Chemical analysis detected contammants in N X
samples of surface soil, subsurface soil, ,

absence of contamination at LF-022. SI -
activities included a magnetometer. survey
and soil, waste, and groundwater sam-
pling. Empty 55-gallon drums and 5-gallon

- -containers-were-discovered-during the-SI,—
and morganic compounds and petroleum -
hydrocarbons were detected in samples of
waste and soil. A sign was discovered - -
indicating that the area might have been ,

) 'used for sludge dlsposal — »

32 RESULTS OF THE REMEDIAL
INVESHGATION

An RI in the fall of 1989, with supplemen—
tal sampling a year later, charaetenzed the
nature and extent of contammanon at LF; .
022. RI activities included topographic and

| and dichlorodiphenyldichloroethene) were

waste, and groundwater (see Table 1). The T
pesticide DDT (dlchlorodlphenylmchloro-

ethane) and its breakdown products DDD °

and DDE (dlchlorodlphenyldlchloroethane

identified as surface soil- contaminants, and - = — .
might have been present in the fill-material— — — -
_used at the site. The main contammants
detected in the buried waste (which i 1s
mostly burned household. trash) were. ..
carbon tetrachloride, chloroform, bls(2-
ethylhexyl)phthalate (BEHP), petroleum
hydrocarbons, and 10 inorganic e
compounds (e.g., aluminum, copper - —
iron). Lead was found in subsurface soil .~ .
just below the waste.

3

e

i

Iron and manganese were detected i in s1te

r———— o —r —

groundwater at concentrzmons exceading*




—and manganese are

4.0

" "people or animals could

" Al human heaith risks are
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New York State groundwater quality and -
drinking water standards; however,
associated risks are acceptable. The
landfill’s age, the types of wastes, and the
Practice of burning the wastes may have
fostered anaerobic conditions in LF-022
groundwater, which could increase the
solubility of iron and manganese naturally
occurring in site soils within the saturated
zone. However, it is also possible that iron

groundwater from LF-022 wastes. The
horizontal migration of contaminants ap-
pears limited,

migrating vertically to -

VM s‘gOFSITEREKs

S T

A baseline risk assessment was conducted

diet, and its intake, even at the maximum
detected concentration, is within the safe
daily intake ranges for children.

The ecological risk assessment indicated -
that current and future effects to terrestrial -~ .. - -

- wildlife may occur from exposure to sur-
face soil contaminants in the site’s north- N

- west and southeast Quadrants. Thesé poteri- -
tial effects are expected to be limited- g~ -~ ————
individual creatures; not wildlifé popula
tions. R

Based on the baseline risk'assessme#t, it * <~
was concluded that LF-022 remedial alter-~ -
natives should be developed to address: -~ TIiT -

associated with surface soil éleﬁSli‘l”éSF‘“ I

- e A

[ T
Sk B TS ISP

as mammals, birds, and fish. Currently,
exposure to surface soil is the only way *
come into contact
with LF-022 contaminants, =

w?tili;;ccept-
able USEPA risk standards, with one-~—

* "~ ~"exception: a future child resident who tres- -

passes on the site and is simultanegusly
exposed to maximum concentrations of soil
contaminants (e.g., pesticides) and
groundwater (e.g., manganese) via direct

contact and ingestion, and vapors and .. -

fugitive dusts from the landfill via
inhalation. This scenario is not considereq
a significant health risk because (1) -+ -
simultaneous direct contact and ingestion
of soil and groundwater, and inhalation of
vapors and fugitive dusts is unlikely, and
(2). manganese is essential to the human

, as part of the RI to evaluate whether site _5:0__ PROPOSED REMEDI s
S ucontammantsm*groundv?‘iter,‘su”rﬁ& oI T OBJECTIVE - - & i
 and subsurface soil/waste pose a risk to S B
humans and/or ecological receptors such ' ;

 Using information gathered duringtheRI - =
and baseline risk assessent, Plansbirgh

AFB identified a remedial objective for "

LF-022 against. which the alternatives were - —— ~
compared in the FS:— . T :

7_"® Minimize potential Gurrent and —- =~ e
| — future ecological risks associated .

-—6.0 - PLATTSBURGH AFFS -
- PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE o

with exposure to pesticides in - R

Plattsburgh AFB’s recommendation of a
preferred'remedial altérnative for LF-022"
results from a comprehensive scresning '
and evaluation process. Thé LF022Fs
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report details the alternatives that were
considered, as well as the process and
criteria used by the base in narrowing the
list. Section 7.0 of this report briefly
describes alternatives other than the pre-~ —
ferred one.

_ Plattsburgh AFB recommends Alternative . .
2, Site Gradiiig and_Vegetation Establish-—

ment for Closure. To protect ecological
receptors at the site, the base’s preferred
alternative is to place 12 inches of soil "
over the landfill, planted with grass. Alter-

components:

(l) Clear and grub the srte

(2) Managesurfaeewatermnoffto~

__hative 2 consists of the followmg rnajor s

minimize -erosion of the- ﬁnal‘eover
and minimize rnmntenance require-
ments

(4) Establish vegetation to minimize
erosion of the final-cover and
enhance evapotransplration

| Poﬂution“‘Contingmcy Pliiii“(NCP) when‘

(3) Establish a cover thiekness A

needed. Six inches of compacted common
borrow covered by 6 inches of topsoil will
be laid down to support grass growth,
which, through evapotranspiration, will

the buried waste. Consequently, the
potential for contaminants to migrate from

"~ reduce the amount of precipitation reaching 7 7

- -- buried waste will be redilced.'Additienal“%:* e

-—fill for design subgrade elevations-would-—
consist of common borrow or regraded site
soils. i

SlbelTher PR

A post-closure plan will be developed —

- maintenance programs for the closed:-land-

- specifying the inspection, monitoring*and- &-—=— - — -

ﬁll to be “continued | for at’ Teast’ BOT”' SR
Post-closure actwmee will” be’ revrevved“*“L s
every five years as required' by’ tlxe‘**j —

- 'National Oil and Hazardous’ Substanc"e"“

contamination remains at a site, -

Estimated Time for Construction 4
months = -

Estimated Time of Operauon 30 SN
yeats S SRESS

1"“.‘ -
+i

Estimated Capital-Cost:- $t248 000======

(5) Develop a post-closure plan to
_monitor, maintain, and inspect the
site - :

(6) Monitor groundwater - === ~=--

- Estimated Operanon and Mamtenance
- Costs (30 years, net presem worth)
$866 000

B ity T ez

Estimated Total-Cost-(30 yearsﬂwt

(7) Conduct ﬁve-year site reviews

Existing vegetation such as trees and brush
would be cut; chipped, and removed from—

. the site. The cleared site would be ‘suitably
regraded to"control rainwater runoff and
minimize erosion. Because the existing .
organic soil layer is thin or nonexistent *
_over most of the landfill, additional soll 1s, ,

present worth): $2, 114000 * .
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7.0 OTHER ALTERNATIVES
EVALUATED IN THE LF-022

FEASIBILITY STUDY

The public is also invited to comment on
the other two alternatives that Plattsburgh
AFB evaluated. Each alternative is
described briefly below. Detailed
dwcnptlons of the alternatives can be
found in the FS report located in the
Informatxon Repository.

7.1 NO ACTION

The No Action’Alternative, Alternatxve 1
in the FS, serves as a baseline .against

- wlnch the other altematnves can be com-

pared. It.assesses the effects on human
healthandtheenvxronmunxfno remednal

- actionsaretaken

The No Action Alternative consists of a
30-year groundwater monitoring program
to inspect ongoing groundwater quality,
with five-year reviews to evaluate whether
human heaith and the environment are
protected. These evaluations could result in

- additional remedial actions being instituted.

The No Action Alternative would not meet
the response objective described in Section
5.0. Because it does not provide any long-
term protection, some ecological receptors
would potentially continue to be at risk -
because of pesticides in LF-022 surface
soil. Risks to people would be negligible.

Estimated Time Jor Construction: im-
) medlate

Estimated Hme of Operation: 30

Estimated Capital Cost: $0

Estimated Operation and Maintenance
Costs (30 years, net present worth).
$676,000

Estimated Total Cost (30 years, net
present worth): $676,000

7.2 INSTALLATION OF A
LOW-PERMEABILITY BARRIER
Com SYSTEM : -

Altematlve 3 in the FS is similar to_ the

preferred alternative, except that it in"

cludes a gas control system, a specxal -

barrier layet, and 42 inchies of common
borrow in the cover system. It is a low-

' peﬂneability cover system designed to" n

minhmzepotentialhumanhealthandeco—

" ~ logical risks associated with surface soil
- exposures and (2) minimize the amount of

precipitation infiltrating to landfilled

wastes, subsequently minimizing the > poten-__

tial for contaminants to migrate from
wastes to groundwater. Alternative 3
consists of the following components: -

(1) Clear and grub the landfill site __ ___

@ Manage surface water runoff to
minimize erosion of the final cover
and to minimize the mamtenance
requirements

(3) Install a gas control system

(4) Construct a hydraulic bamer layer -

consisting of recompacted low-per-
meability soil or a synthetic lmer

e

[PER
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(5) Place a barrier protection layer of
soil over the low-permeability
layer

(6) Install a topsoil cover layer

(7) Establish vegetation to minimize
erosion of the final cover and en-
hance evapotranspiration

(8) Develop a post-closure plan to
monitor, maintain, and inspect the
site

- (9) Monitor grbundwater
(10) Conduct five-year site reviews

These components are identical to those of
the preferred alternative except for 3, 4,
and 5. Under this alternative, a gas detec-
tion system would be installed to monitor
gas migration beyond the boundaries of the
closed landfill. A gas management system
within the landfill cover would include .
venting pipes between a gas-venting soil

- layer (i.e., the exlstmg soil cover) and the

surface:

The barrier layer, placed above the gas-
venting layer, would be formed of low-
permeability soil (i.e., a recompacted,
fine-grained soil such as clay that is diffi-
cult to penetrate) or a synthetic liner to
keep rainwater or snowmelt from infiltrat-
ing the landfill. Over this, a 3.5-foot barri-
er protection layer would be installed to
protect the barrier layer from frost action
or from root penetration.

This alternative protects both human and
ecological receptors, except for the unlike-
ly possibility that a child might be exposed

8.0

simultaneously to groundwater and soil in
the future.

Estimated Time for Constructzon 5
months

Estimated Time of Operation: 30
years

Estimated Capital Cost: $4,196,000

- Estimated Operation and Maintenance
Costs (30 year, net present worth). -
- $866,000

- Estimated Total Cost (net present
worth): $5,062,000

SUMMARY OF THE
COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS
OF ALTERNATIVES

.. For hazardous waste sites remediated .. . .. ___ _
under CERCLA, the USEPA requires that

remedial alternatives be evaluated using
nine criteria. These criteria are used to= - -
select a remedy that meets national Super-
fund program goals of protecting human -

" health and the environment, maintaining

long-term protection, and minimizing
untreated waste. Definitions of the nine
criteria and a summary of Plattsburgh
AFB’s evaluation of the alternatives using
the nine criteria are provided in the follow-
ing subsections.

8.1 OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN
HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

An assessment is made to identify the - — - — - ——-
extent to which an alternative as a whole
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will protect human health and the environ-
ment by properly eliminating, reducing, or
controlling risks through treatment, engi-

neering controls, or institutional controls.

Alternative 1, the No Action Alternative,
--contains no-remedial-measures to protect -
human health or the environment. Given
site conditions, however, human health is
not at risk except for the unlikely future
situation of a child simultaneously exposed
to manganese by drinking the groundwater
and to pesticides by ingesting contaminated

- soil...However, some ecological receptors. .

remain at risk because of exposure to
pesticides in surface soils.

Alternatives 2 (the preferred alternative) — - -

and 3 similarly protect human health and
the environment by covering the landfill’s--
surface — thereby minimizing the chance
that people and animals could come into
contact with contaminants in LF-022’s
present surface soil. Again, the only ex-
ception is the unlikely future possibility of
simultaneous exposures of a child to
groundwater.and surface soil contaminants.

Alternatives 2 and 3 would both reduce
precipitation infiltrating to the landfilled
wastes and subsequently reduce the poten-
tial for contaminants to migrate from the
wastes. The low-permeability barrier layer
associated with the Alternative 3 cover
system would serve to reduce precipitation
infiltration and the potential for contami-
nant migration from wastes to a greater
degree than the Alternative 2 cover sys-
tem.

8.2 COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE OR
RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE
REQUIREMENTS

Compliance with Applicable or Relevant
and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs)

addresses whether or not a remedy coms— -
- plies with state and federal environmental

and human health laws and requirements
that apply or are relevant and appropriate
to the conditions and remedial options at a
specific site.

.- All of the alternatives comply with provi-.
- sions of the Clean Air Act, New York
. Ambient Air Quality Standards, and Occu-

pational Safety and Health Administration
regulations. C ool T

;I

None of the three alternatives complies -
with New York State groundwater quality
and drinking water standards for iron and
manganese. However, the baseline risk
assessment indicates that adverse human

- . health effects are unlikely (see Section

4.0).

NYSDEC Solid Waste Management = ~ ~~ ~
Facility Rules (Part 360) requirements for
closure of solid waste landfills are not -
directly applicable to LF-022 because

landfill operations were discontinued prior .

to the effective date of the regulation (i.e.,
December 31, 1988). However, Part 360
post-closure requirements for long-term

operation and maintenance and site
monitoring are relevant and appropriate for

- closure of LF-022. Alternatives 2 and 3-

would comply with the post-closure and
long-term monitoring requirements.
Alternative 1 would comply with long-term
monitoring requirements but would not
comply with post-closure requirements.
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8.3 LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND
PERMANENCE

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence
refers to the ability of an alternative to
reliably maintain long-range protection of
human health and the environiment once
remedial goals have been met.

Alternative 1 provides the least long-term
protection because no remedial measures

- would be implemented to reduce, elimi-

nate, or control access to contaminated
media. Some animals would remain at
risk due to exposure to pesticides in LF-
022 surface soil.

Alternative 2 provides long-range protec-
tion of human health and effectively reduc-
es ecological risks by covering contaminat-
ed surface soil with a 12-inch soil barrier
and seeding the new topsoil. The cover
also would slightly reduce the amount of
precipitation reaching the landfilled wastes.
The post-closure monitoring program
would maintain the cover system.

Alternative 3 provides the greatest long-
term effectiveness because the cover sys-
tem is the least-permeable and it reduces -
the amount of water infiltrating to land-
filled wastes the most. Again, the post-

-closure monitoring program would main- -

tain the cover system.

8.4 REDUCTION OF TOXICITY,
MOBILITY, OR VOLUME OF CONTAM-
INANTS THROUGH TREATMENT

Essentially, the Reduction of Toxicity,
Mobility, or Volume of Contaminants
through Treatment does not apply to the
alternatives evaluated for LF-022 because

treatment would not be a principal ele-
ment. Treatment is a statutory preference
under CERCLA; however, it is not-always
appropriate for landfills such as LF-022.
The reduction in the mobility of contami-
nants through containment is discussed in
Subsection 8.3. . S

8.5 SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

Short-Term Effectiveness refers to the
likelihood of adverse impacts on human

* health or the environment during the con-
struction and implementation of an alterna-
tive until remedial goals are achieved.

No short-term effects are anticipated for
Alternative 1 because remedial actions
would not be taken; sampling crews would
follow applicable health and safety
procedures while monitoring groundwater.

Because Alternatives 2 and 3 involve
removing existing vegetation and grading
the landfill surface, dust containing pesti-
cides could be generated and inhaled by- :-
on-site workers and carried downwind.
Dust-suppression measures such as water
sprays would be used to minimize this.

- On-site workers would wear protective
clothing to minimize contact with surface

Ecologically, removing trees, shrubs, and
other vegetation would temporarily elimi-
nate food sources and protective cover for
the wildlife using the site. The final grass
cover differs from current vegetation
slightly, so the wi!'ife habitat may be
changed, possibly affecting animal
populations and community structure.

-10-

| - soil contaminants. —— - - - =it
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8.6 IMPLEMENTABILITY

Implementability refers to the technical and
administrative feasibility of an alternative,
including the availability of materials and
services needed to implement it

Alternative 1 would be readily implement-
able because no remedial actions would be
conducted. Alternatives 2 and 3 also are
readily implementable, although a suitable
borrow source for clay, if clay is used for
the Iow-permeability hydraulic barrier
layer, would have to be located before
implementation of Alternative 3.

8.7 Cost

Cost includes the capital (up-front) cost of
implementing an alternative, the costs
associated with the operation and mainte-
nance of the alternative over the long term,
and the net present worth of the alternative
over its period of performance (i.e., 30
years).

The capital, operation and maintenance,
and net present worth (i.e., total cost) for
each alternative are provided in the de-
scriptions of alternatives in Sections 6.0
and 7.0.- Alternative 1 is the least expen-
sive because it involves no remedial ac-
tions. Alternative 3 is the most costly of
the two cover system alternatives; the
increased cost is primarily associated with
the low—permeability barrier cover materi-
als.
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- 8.9 CommunTY ACCEPTANCE

~ AFB balances its consideration of alterna--

8.8 STATE ACCEPTANCE

State Acceptance addresses whether, based
on its review of the FS and PRAP, NYS-
DEC concurs with, opposes, or has no
comment about the alternative Plattsburgh

~AFB is proposing as the site remedy.

Community Acceptance addresses whether
the public concurs with Plattsburgh AFB’s
PRAP. Community acceptance of this
PRAP will be evaluated based on com-
ments received at the upcoming public
meetings and during the public comment
period. As discussed, the responses to
public comments will be addressed in the
form of a Responsiveness Summary that is
part of the ROD documenting the selected
remedial alternative for LF-022. ~~= —-

8.10 SUMMARY

Of the nine CERCLA criteria, Overall

Protection of Human Health and the Envi-
ronment and Compliance with ARARs are
considered threshold requirements that

must be met by all remedies - Plattsburgh — - -

tives against the following five evaluation
Criteria:

v

® long-term effectiveness and perma-- -

nence

® reductions of toxicity, mobility, or
volume through treatment

® short-term effectiveness

implementability
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- ® cost

State and community concerns are consid-
ered modifying criteria factored into a final
balancing of all criteria to select a remedy.
Consideration of state and community
comments may prompt Plattsburgh AFB to
modify aspects of the preferred alternative
or decide that another alternative provides
a more appropriate balance.

The alternative that is protective of human
health and the environment, is ARAR-
compliant, and affords the best combina-
tion of attributes will be identified as the
preferred alternative. -

RATIONALE FOR PROPOS-
ING THE PREFERRED
A ALTERNATIVE

9.0

Based on current information and analysis

of the FS report, Plattsburgh AFB believes
that the preferred alternative for LF-022 is
consistent with the requirements of the

- Superfund law and its amendments, specif-
ically Section 121 of CERCLA, and to the
extent practicable, the NCP. Alternative 2

- —would (1) achieve response objectives by

providing overall protection of human
health and the environment, (2) provide
long-term effectiveness and permanence,
and (4) be the least costly of the cover
system alternatives. Additionally, Alterna-
tive 2 would have less adverse ecological
impact if mitigative measures are imple-
mented such as planting trees and shrubs.

GLOSSARY

Administrative Record: A file established
and maintained in compliance with Section
113(K) of CERCLA consisting of informa-
tion upon which the lead agency bases its

- final decisions on the selection of remedial

method(s) for a Superfund site. The Ad-
ministrative Record is available to the
public.

Anaerobic Conditions: The absence of
oxygen. An anaerobic process is one from
which air or oxygen not in chemical com-
bination is excluded.

Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Regquirements (ARARs): ARARs include
any state or federal statute or regulation
that pertains to. protection of public health
and the environment in addressing certain
site conditions-or using a particular reme- -
dial technology at a Superfund site. A state
law to preserve wetland areas is an exam-
ple of an ARAR. USEPA must consider
whether a remedial alternative meets
ARARSs as part of the process for selecting
a remedial alternative for a Superfund site.

Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate: A plasticizer
used in the manufacturing of plastics. __-
Carbon Tetrachloride: A colorless, non-
flammable toxic liquid used as a solvent
and refrigerant.

Chloroform.._ A colorless, volatile heavy ..
toxic liquid with an ether odor used as a
solvent or as a veterinary anesthetic.

Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CER-
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CLA): A federal law passed in 1980 and
modified in 1986 by the Superfund Amen-
dments and Reauthorization Act (SARA).
The act requires federal agencies to inves-
tigate and remediate abandoned or uncon-
trolled hazardous waste sites.

Cover System: A multi-layer capping
system typically used for closure of land-
fills. The cover system usually consists of
soil materials, sometimes in combination
with synthetic materials, one or more of
which reduce the flow of water through the
cap. The cover system is also graded to
promote runoff of rainfall and snowmelt.

DDT: Dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane is

. a colorless, odorless, water-insoluble crys-
talline insecticide that tends to accumulate

- in ecosystems and has toxic effects on

many vertebrates.

Dichlorobenzene: Any of a group of sub-
stitution products of benzene and two
atoms of chlorine; used as a germicide,
insecticide, or chemical intermediate.

Ecological Receptors: Fauna in a given
area that could be affected by contaminants
in surface soils, surface water, and/or
sediment (e.g:, mammals, birds, reptiles,
fish). i '

Evapotranspiration: Total water loss from
soil, including direct evaporation and tran-
spiration from plants. T

Feasibility Study (FS): A report that pres-
ents the development and analysis of reme-
* dial alternatives that USEPA considers for
the remediation of Superfund sites.

Five-year Site Reviews: Reviews of ongo-
ing monitoring, inspection, and mainte-
nance programs conducted at five-year
intervals. Five-year site reviews are re-
quired for remedial actions that result in
hazardous substances, pollutants, or con-
taminants remaining at the site.

Groundwater: Water found beneath the

earth’s surface that fills pores between
materials such as sand, soil, gravel and —.
cracks in bedrock and often serves as a

~ principal source of drinking water.

Grub.; To clear by digging up roots and
stumps.

.- Inorganic Compounds: A class of natural-.
" 1y occurring compounds that includes -
“. " metals, cyanide, nitrates, sulfates, chlo-
‘rides, carbonate, bicarbonate, and other

oxide complexes. e

Installation Restoration Program (IRP):

The IRP is the U.S. Air Force subcom-
ponent of the Defense Environmental

Restoration Program (DERP) that specifi-

cally deals with investigating and reme-

diating sites associated with suspected

releases of toxic and hazardous materials
from past activities.. The DERP was estab-

lished to clean up hazardous waste disposal

and spill sites at Department of Defense
facilities nationwide.

Institutional Controls: Limitations such as
deed or zoning restrictions established to
restrict use of a contaminated area and
reduce the potential for exposure (e.g.,
deed restrictions to prevent the future

' installation of drinking water wells at a site

with contaminated groundwater).
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Long-term Monitoring: Collecting and
analyzing environmental samples from
specific media (e.g., surface soils, sedi-
ments, surface water, groundwater, and/or
air) to monitor quality according to a
specified schedule and duration, such as a
30-year period. o

Low-Permeability:- Permeability is the -

“property of soil that measures the ability of

water to pass through. A low-permeability
soil would therefore allow a limited
amount of water to pass through it.

National Oil and Hazardous Substances
Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP): The
NCP provides the organizational structure
and procedures for preparing for and re-
sponding to discharges of oil and releases
of hazardous substances, pollutants, and -
contaminants. The NCP is required under
CERCLA and the Clean Water Act and .
USEPA has been delegated the responsibil-
ity for preparing and implementing the
NCP. The NCP is applicable to_response
actions taken pursuant to the authorities
under CERCLA and the Clean Water Act.

" National Priorities List: USEPA’s list of

d
]

the most serious uncontrolled or aban-
doned hazardous waste sites identified for
possible long-term remedial action under
the Superfund program.
Net Present Worth: The amount of money
necessary to secure the promise of future
payment, or series of payments, at an as-
sumed interest rate.

Petroleum Hydrocarbons (F1Cs): The
mixture of hydrocarbons and small
amounts of other substances that make up
petroleuam. Hydrocarbons are chemical
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compounds consisting of carbon and hy-
drogen, and are found in gasoline, naph-
tha, and other products produced by refin-

-ing processes.

Post-Closure Plan: -A plan specifying the
maintenance, monitoring, and inspection
activities to be conducted for a specified
period at a hazardous waste site such as a

- landfill after it has been closed.

Preliminary Assessment: The first stage of
the IRP process which is conducted to— - - —-
identify potential hazardous waste sites.

Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP):
* A public document that solicits-public— ————-
* input on a recommended remedial alterna-
tive to be used at a National Priorities List

(NPL) site. The PRAP is based on infor-

- mation and technical analysis generated-~ - -~
" during the RI/FS. The recommended reme-

dial action could be modified or changed
based on public comments and community
concerns.

Record of Decision (ROD): A public
document that explains the remedial alter-
native to be used at a National Priorities
List (NPL) site.-The ROD is based on- --.

-information and technical analysis generat-
.ed during the Remedial Investigation and

Feasibility Study, and on consideration of
the public comments and community con-

- cerns received on the PRAP. The ROD - .

includes a Responsiveness Summary of. .
public comments.

Remedial Action: A long-term action that
stops or substantially reduces a release or

threat of a release of hazardous substances
that is serious but not an immediate threat
to human health or the environment.
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Remedial Alternatives: Options evaluated
to address the source and/or migration of
contaminants to meet health based reme-
diation goals.

Remedial Investigation (RI): The Remedi-
al Investigation determines the nature and
extent and composition of contamination at
a hazardous waste site, and directs the
types of remedial options that are devel-

__oped-in the Feasibility Study:

Site Inspection (SI): The SI is the second
stage of the IRP process which is conduct-
ed to confirm the presence or absence of
contamination at a site.

Source: Area at a hazardous waste site

- from which contamination originates.
Superfund: CERCLA created a special tax
that goes into a Trust Fund, commonly ..
known as Superfund, to investigate and
clean up abandoned or uncontrolled haz-
ardous waste sites. Under the program,
USEPA either: (1) pays for site reme-
diation when parties responsible for the
contamination cannot be located or are
unwilling or unable to perform the work or
(2) takes legal action to force parties re-
sponsible for site contamination to clean up
the site or pay back the federal government
for the cost of the remediation. Federal
facilities are not eligible for Superfund
monies. ' ,

Terrestrial Wildlife: Animals living on
land (e.g., reptiles, small mammals, small
birds, predatory mammals, predatory
birds). :
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TABLE 1
LF-022 SITE CONTAMINANTS 8Y MEDIA

CONCENTRATION RANGE' FREQUENCY OF
DETECTION * _ MINMUM MAXIMUM DETECTION
GROUNDWATER (ot}
Iron <100’ 8,760 3/12
Manganese <15 877 6/12
Surrace Sons' (wglkgl
DDD <16~ 16,000 374
DDE _ <16 855 1/4
_ﬂ_—_—__——————————————-———_'—-———-—f = 16L 3'5051%
SUBSURFACE Sons (mg/kg) -
Lead . 4.1 ) 116 2/3 —
WASTE (m uniess otherwise noted . ‘
Carbon tetrachioride <5 18,000 177
Chioroform <5 19,000 1/7
gisgz-'mhe‘m)mmm (wa/ka) <300 1.700 1/2 P
_PHCs <1 2100 566 '
Aluminum <40 128,000 37
Cadmium <1 151 3/7
Chromium <10 412 17
Copper <5 5,150 37
Iron 140 130,500 2/7
Lead <1 974 417
Manganese - <3 7.365 /7
Sitver <2 18 37
Sodium <1000 23,300 7
Zinc 18 33,300 ~5/7
Notes: o e

! Concentrations of duplicate samples were averaged.

! Number of samples in which the compound was detected above background concentrations or appropriate standards

divided by the totai number of samples analyzed for that parameter. Duplicate samples represent one sample.

} 1< 010!2)0 d/e;‘n?es that the minimum sampie concentration was below the identified Contract Required Quantitation Limit (e.g..
~9/%g).

‘ Concentrations detected in composite samples.

obp - Dichlorodiphenylidichiorosthane

DDE - Dichiorodiphenylidichiorosthene

pDDT - Dichiorediphenyitrichioroethane

PHC - Petroisum Hydrocarbons, as detected by USEPA method 418.1

W0059227.780/3



